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1. Introduction 
This paper addresses the trend of some NATO and EU member countries 
such as the UK, Germany and France toward a new Common Security and 
Defense Policy structure, CSDP, which has been turned as part of their 
political agenda during the last decade.  
a) Motivation 
Even though considerable progress in a common foreign policy for the 
member countries, security and defense issues were largely absent in the EU 
agenda. NATO has been a central institution on security and defense 
coordination for the North-Atlantic countries. Composed of 28 members of 
which 21 EU members states, NATO has played a crucial role in military 
coordination and training since its creation. This has brought confusion and in 
many times a duplication of the EU efforts to create one common defense 
policy. Since its foundation, EU has tried in numerous occasions to establish a 
European military such as the European Defense Cooperation (EDC) or the 
Western European Union (WEU). Both these projects were abolished as they 
had very little support from the member states. After the singing of the 
Amsterdam treaty in 1997, the EU managed to revive the aspiration to 
establish a common defense policy through the merging of the WEU in the EU 
and thus endorsing the Common Security and Defense Policy (CSDP). March 
2003 marked an historical event for the European defense project when the 
CSDP deployed its first European troops in Bosnia and Herzegovina.    
The biggest militaries in EU are Germany, United Kingdom and France (the 
Big Three). These states have been ´dancing` with one another for decades in 
order to find a proper common defense in the EU. This project finds it 
interesting to analyze what are the Big Three preferences are within the 
defense field(s) and on whether the CSDP is defense project, which 
accommodates the wishes of the Big Three, or if it will meet the fate of its 
predecessors.  
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b) Limitations 
This project will be framed under some limitations. This paper acknowledges 
that there are multiple causes which could be taken into consideration when 
answering the research question but because of the timeframe being in 
disposal and as well the small size of the recourses available, this project will 
rely on one study case which paints the relations between the different actor 
with in NATO in practice.  
EU is composed of 28 countries and so it can be impossible for this project to 
analyze all their interests thus this paper has chosen the Big Three as the 
main actors which would be decisive in the decision making in the defense 
field in EU. The notion of The Big Three is taken by Frederic Merand’s book 
on the European Defense Policy ´´Beyond the Nation State``. He argues that 
when studying the European Defense, it crucial to analyze the preferences of 
Germany, France and UK, as they are the biggest militaries in the EU.  
c) Research Questions:  
i) What challenges the EU member states are facing within NATO? 
ii) Is the CSDP project more favorable for the Big Three as a military structure 
and why? 
Hypothesis:  
Different challenges, perceptions and interests of the EU member states from 
those of the USA within the international security system push them towards 
alternative structures, such as the CSDP.  
d) Project Design 
In this section, an overview of what is important to focus when reading the 
project is layout. The project will be divided in 5 main chapters which they will 
than include several sections in them.  
• Introduction 
• Descriptive Chapter 
• Philosophy of Social Science (PSS) 
• Analysis 
• Conclusion and Epilogue 
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The introduction will display the area where this project is going to be placed 
and the motivation for such choice. It is important to notice that by limiting the 
project into a social frame of work, the project can be more precise and 
understandable.  
The descriptive chapter will include the background chapters of this project. 
The descriptive chapters are needed in order for the reader to be familiar with 
the different terms and discussions, which are going to be analyzed in the 
analysis chapter.   
The philosophy of social science will contain the methodology and the theory 
of the project. In this chapter, it will be shown what methods are applied when 
retrieving data and what ontological and epistemological stands this project 
will have. The theory section will explain the projects theory, which will focus 
on the notion of Practice Theory, which will be centric to the analysis. 
The analysis is going to be divided in two parts. The first part will analyze the 
obstacles for the EU member states being in the North Atlantic Alliance 
through an ethnographic map, which will identify the different interests of the 
agents within the structure. The second part of the analysis will examine the 
incentives for developing the CSDP 
Conclusion and epilogue will finalize this project by answering the research 
question and further elate the project into an epilogue where this project will 
reflect on the different approaches included in this project.  
 
2. Descriptive Chapter 
a) European Foreign Policy  
After the WWII the world had two super powers namely the US and the 
USSR, while the EU never managed to settle its self as an important actor. 
On the other hand it constituted the largest economy in the world and the 
largest contributor in the UN system. 1The European foreign policy project has 
undergone a radical evolution. In 1970, the European Political Co-operation 
was created in order to convey a forum (informal mainly) of foreign issues, 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  1Fraser	  2007:	  1	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which were of concern to the EC member states. Its influence was very vague 
and almost unnoticeable. Even though adjustment was done with the Single 
European Act (SEA) in 1987, Europe did not have a serious foreign project, 
which it would rely on. This changed in the 1990’s where Europe went through 
drastic changes. The fall of communism and the creation democracies in East 
Europe signaled an opportunity for enlargement. 2In this era of change, 
something else radically changed in the philosophy of the EU. Before the 
1990’s the EU was mainly a common economic machinery and had very little 
political power. The Maastricht treaty in 1992 was essential for launching a 
European political cooperation, which culminated with the establishment of 
the Common Foreign and Security Policy. CFSP was the first EU body, which 
engaged in the EU foreign and defense policy. These changes were very 
important for the challenges awaiting the EU in the enlargement process and 
globalization.  
 
Figure	  1	  
In 2009, the Lisbon treaty entered in force and thus integrating its three pillars 
in to one legal entity. The treaty led the way for the creation of the President 
of the European Council and the first to be appointed to this position was 
Herman Van Rompuy. The changes introduced by the treaty brought changes 
in the position of the High Commissioner. Apart from co-ordination the CFSP 
and represent the EU in the international scene, the High Commissioner had 
the following roles; 
• Head of the External Action Service (EEAS) 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  2Fraser	  2007:	  34	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• Vice-President of the European Commission (EC) 
• President of the Foreign Affairs Council (FAC) 
• The President of the European Defense Agency (EDA) 
• Chairperson of the Institute for Security Studies (ISS)3 
These changes were a big step forward for the EU aspiration as one and 
unified player in the international affairs.  
 
b) CSDP  
Several defense projects such as the European Defense Community (EDC) or 
the West Europe Union (WEU) have always failed to present a different 
alternative to NATO or had any strong support from the Big Three; France, 
Germany and UK. 
The EDC was project proposed by the Rene Pleven, than the French Prime 
Minister in the beginning of the 1950’s and it was signed in the 1952 but never 
came to life. This project included Italy, West Germany, Netherland, Belgium 
and France. The absence of UK was its first step towards its failure. This 
followed the rejection of its ratification by the Gaullists which were reluctant of 
kick starting militarization in Germany and felt that it would as well threaten 
France’s sovereignty. 4  
In December 1998, the latest defense initiative was launched in St. Malo and 
was initially signed by Jacques Chirac and Tony Blair called the CSDP. CSDP 
was singed by all EU members except Denmark. In no time, the CSDP 
managed to establish the European Defense Agency (EDA) in 2004, Political 
and Security Committee (PSE), a EU battle group and Military Staff similar to 
the NATO one. Its framework was very similar to the NATO constitution but 
with a less committing one. If in NATO the article 5 would command all 
nations to react to a members armed attack, the CSDP members would only 
be obliged to consult with one another. In no time, CSDP had its first 
operation in Bosnia in 2003 and later in Macedonia and Congo. These 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  3www.europa.eu/scadplus/constitution/minister_en.htm	  4	  Merand	  2008:	  47	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operations were the first to be conducted by the EU alone with EU 
peacekeeper and capability.  
By 2007, CSDP had conducted 18 peacekeeping and crisis management. 
These operations ranged from armed operation to civilian experts. Through 
the CSDP, the EU wants to undertake task, which NATO is unable to. It does 
not only differ from NATO by its trajectory but also from its structure. The 
appointment of a High Representative in the Common Foreign and Security 
Policy which would serve as the head of the CSDP and the ´´foreign minister` 
` of the EU. The appointment of Javier Solana as a High Representative in 
1999 had a two folded effect; a former NATO Secretary-General who had 
substantial knowledge with in NATO and prestigious figure which would give 
the CSDP credibility. The CSDP took a bottom up approach with incremental 
and well thought steps giving member state more influence. The EU member 
expenditure on military expenses fell drastically as well. In 2001, the US 
spends 60 Billion USD on new military Equipment while France, Germany and 
UK spent all together 16 Billion USD. The US invested 40 Billion in R&D the 
same year while the Big Three spent just 7 Billion USD. 5 
A new approach called Brusselization was taking place which was facilitating 
through diplomats and military staff the communication between the member 
states of the CSDP. Diplomats are more or less in a common view in regard 
to the rules and norms of the EU and therefore they became social 
disposition. Their intense interaction within Brussels facilitated continuous 
discourses. The European diplomacy would define the principle of vision and 
division, as Pierre Bourdieu would call it, between the states. They facilitated 
information to all states in order to not create misinformation and trust to one 
another. 6 
 
 
 
 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  5Smith	  2008	  6Merand	  2008:	  91	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c) The Big Three  
The Big Three are the biggest armies in the EU, namely; Germany, France 
and United Kingdom. In this section, an account of their interests and 
disposition will be outlined. 
France: Is part of the permanent five in the Security Council at the United 
Nations (UNSC). It was one of the winners of the WWII. France has always 
been in favor of European Army since the 17th century Henry IV wanted to 
make a continental army7. It has since been the biggest driven behind the 
WEU project which now has merged into the CSDP. It had been out of the 
military pillar of NATO since the De Gaulle period and it recently joined the 
alliance in 2009. France is only orientated towards article 5 operation within 
NATO and is not happy with Washington being the main agenda setter in the 
alliance. It also feels less important in the alliance and is not happy of not 
being assignment top employment within the alliance like Germany and the 
UK. 8 85% of its population is in favor the creation of a common European 
army. 9 
In 1992, France had eight armament companies in the world top 100 
armament companies and by 1999 the number of the companies had reduced 
to seven companies. France is one of the worlds leading in weapon 
production and development and it wishes to maintain this position. France 
feels inferior towards the American production and does therefore seek to 
pursue innovative programs through the European military market in order to 
compete with the US. 10  
Germany: It came out of the WWII defeated and therefore with a minimal 
army. Germany did come back in the military scene in the late 20th century 
and in the beginning of the 21th century by being one of the biggest 
contributors of the peacekeeping operations in Afghanistan, Lebanon and 
Congo. In their 2011 military review, Germany regards that the most important 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  7Merand	  2008:	  1	  8Merand	  2008:	  65-­‐	  66	  9Eurobarometer	  2005	  10Federation	  of	  American	  Scientists	  –	  Report	  on	  France	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purpose of the NATO alliance is the self-defense article 5.11 That was very 
clear when Germany stood in the sideline in the NATO operation in Libya in 
2011.  
Its army has gone modernization in creating a more professional army and 
smaller in size. It has at the same time abolished the traditional recruitment 
methods12. 85% of its population welcomes the project of a common 
European army with an extended EU Commission role. 
Germany is trying to develop its defense doctrines out of the NATO 
framework and at the same time investing on the further integration in the 
European common defense project, CSDP. Germany aims to create balanced 
and equal rights between Europe and the US. 
Germany is supportive of the consolidation of a European weapon industry. 
Under the European Armament Agency, Germany has developed many major 
projects, such as the Eurofighter, the F-100 frigate and the Leopard tank with 
other EU members. In 1992, Germany had seven armament companies in the 
world top 100 companies and by 1999 the number dropped to three. Germany 
is in support of an access restriction of the US defense industry in Europe as 
it pressures the European armament industry. Domestic private armament 
companies provide 85% of its armament.13 
UK: Alike France, the UK was one of the winners of the WWII and was placed 
in the permanent five in UNSC, as it was one of the nuclear powers. With its 
size it is the strongest US ally. UK would be in favor the CSDP with a ‘user-
friendly Atlanticism´. In 2002, its army went through a similar modernization to 
the German one. Its forces became poorer in numbers but more professional 
and more flexible. Unlike the two other Big Three, only 59% of the population 
in UK is in favor of a common European army.14 In addition, UK’s 
engagement in Big Three initiatives might be weakened or “sabotaged” by 
strong traditional US-UK connections. In National Security Strategy (NSS) 
review, UK considers the US relationship as pre-eminent in the defense and 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  11Federation	  of	  American	  Scientists	  –	  Report	  on	  Germany	  12Merand	  2008:	  97	  13Federation	  of	  American	  Scientists	  –	  Report	  on	  Germany	  14Eurobarometer	  2005	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security area. UK together with France are the two countries in EU who 
maintains the 2% GPD spending in military in NATO. UK’s commitment in the 
North-Atlantic Alliance is crucial to their NSS. In the 2010 NSS review, it was 
states that one of the UK’s top priority is… to shape a stable world, by acting 
to reduce the likelihood of risks affecting the UK or our interests overseas, 
and applying our instruments of power and influence to shape the global 
environment and tackle potential risks at source. NATO is the bedrock of the 
UK defense. 15 
d) NATO 
The creation of NATO in 1949 was a necessity in terms of Euro-Atlantic 
security against new aggressions from foreign threats. One of the most 
important objectives of NATO was to protect its members against the Soviet 
Union and the Warsaw Treaty coalition threat. The tension between the 
Communist coalition and the Western countries lasted for more than 40 years 
led NATO to become an important part of the foreign and military policies in 
most Western countries.  
After the fall of the Berlin Wall and of the communist bloc in Eastern Europe, 
NATO found itself in an identity crisis. The events mentioned above brought 
hope for the European countries that broke free from the tyranny of the 
dictators and were looking towards economic prosperity and a peaceful 
transition to democracy. 
The political agenda in the Euro-Atlantic region was mainly engaged with 
liberalization of markets and promoting western principles and practices to the 
new democracies. The main function of the alliance was the protection from 
the Soviet threat and once that threat was removed NATO needed new goals. 
A new institutional frame was needed for NATO to justify its existence towards 
the member states and the public opinion. Questions on the whether states 
should invest further in military capacity in a time of peace or if the EU should 
proceed on its project for a unified military force of its own, were much 
discussed. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  15	  NSS	  Review	  2010	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In June 1992, the foreign ministers of NATO were gathered in the Oslo 
Summit to discuss the development and the forthcoming contribution of the 
alliance. In other words, the summit was held to construct a new identity and 
purpose for NATO which would justify its existence in the political and military 
arena. The summit decided on that NATO would take the role of 
peacekeepers around the world and to assist the OSCE in its operations in 
humanitarian crises.16 
The main aim of NATO as an organization is to create and maintain a joint 
military system, where member countries decide collectively to protect against 
external attacks coalition. This structure has been established and has been 
operating in the creation of NATO. Another objective of NATO's partnership 
with countries outside the alliance is to increase cooperation to maintain of 
peace in the regions around the alliance. Currently, a primary goal for the 
alliance is fighting terrorism. This doctrine has been reinforced and is 
highlighted in the NATO mission in Afghanistan. 
 
Being oriented in missions that are not included in article 5, then NATO has 
decided to expand into eastern Europe in order to increase among its allies 
and also taking away some allied to Russia. Countries that were part of the 
Warsaw Pact such as Poland and Hungary have become part of NATO and 
symbolize an ideological victory for Western allies against Russia. 
 
3. Philosophy of Social Science 
a) Theory 
Bourdieu Practice theory 
This paper will use Pierre Bourdieu’s Practice theory as ananalysis tool in 
order to reveal the social field and the preferences of the agents with in the 
European security field. In addition to arguing that the monopoly of the state 
on violence has been a part of the state since the creation of the nation states 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  • 16	  NATO	  Handbook	  2006:53	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in Europe, Bourdieu has stated that the notion of violence is both physically 
and symbolic; 
´´The state is the culmination of a process of concentration of different kinds 
of capital: … coercive (police, military), economic capital, cultural capital, 
informational capital and symbolic capital. ´17 
´´The state shapes mental structures and imposes principle of vision and 
division … thereby contributing to the construction of what is commonly called 
national identity’’18 
These symbolic powers are made to incept a national purpose for the soldiers 
who fight for their country.  
The practice theory will analyze the actions of the agents within the field or 
fields of international security and identify the different interests of the 
members within NATO and CSDP.  
Bourdieu’s Practice theory does in fact focuses a great deal on the interests of 
the agents, which according to him they are impulsive and not always 
calculable in their activity. He was a stronger oppose of rational choice as a 
tool to predict the behavior of the agents. Bourdieu acknowledges the rational 
choice of agents when the habitus ceases to exist.  
Habitus 
According to Bourdieu, the habitus is made of common objective and interests 
between actors. The habitus on the other side creates dispositions and action 
for the agents within the habitus. It has to be clear that the creations of these 
interests are not a product of mathematic equations or of a ‘chest games’. The 
habitus creates practical sense and routinewithin the actors. These routines of 
the actors are constructed by the inner knowledge which this actors share 
among themselves. On the other side a habitus can also consist out of a 
single agent. The different habitus challenge one another when operating in 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  17Bourdieu	  1998:	  109	  18Bourdieu	  1998:	  114	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the field and so these habitus are sometimes broken by the magnitude of the 
other habitus’ power. 19 
 
 
Field 
The different habitus interact within a field. A field produces forms of capital 
for which agents in habitus they compete. The gains of the actors from the 
field depend on the dispositions and the common interests of the actors within 
the field. Within this field, Bourdieu introduces another concept, which is 
called Doxa. The doxa are the rules of the field. The different habitus with in 
the field either try to protect the rules of the field or try to change them. Those 
who try to change them do so in order to have greater advantage for 
themselves. The field is political and so it is not democratic. Not all the agents 
are well aware of the rules and lack access to information and can so result in 
loss of power within the field. It is very important to bear in mind that the field 
is not an institution but it itself creates institutions through the power struggle 
within. On the other hand, there are as well multiple fields, which compete 
against each other. These different fields compete through their magnetic field 
of power and attempt to gain the capital of one another.  
Agents 
The agents are the catalyzers of the habitus and they constantly change and 
redefine the fields, which they interaction. The agents are self-autonomous 
and they are shaped by the disposition such as for example (age, nationality 
or language) and their interests. The actions produced by the agents are not 
predetermined or always calculable. Different behavior from other actors can 
change and reshape their interests. Agents are always struggling for 
classification within a habitus. The more power they have, the more say do 
they have to determine the doxa of the field.20 
Gift exchange 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  19Bourdieu	  1977:	  32	  20	  Bourdieu	  1977:	  41	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In the Practice theory, Pierre Bourdieu uses the mechanism of exchange in 
order to give an analytical tool when studying the within the habitus and the 
field. The gift exchange means that once a gift is given to an agent, a counter-
gift must occur. This simple mechanism is essential to understand the 
interests and the dispositions of the agents towards each other. The rules 
(Doxa) of this transaction differ from field to field and thus are not standard.  
If agent A has received a gift from agent B, A is obliged to return a counter-gift 
and until he has done so, he must have gratitude against him. Agent A must 
have in mind that he cannot attack agent B until he has returned the counter-
gift. In this reciprocal interaction, agents strategy in order to gain as much 
from this ‘cycle of reciprocity’’, and they do so by using time as a main 
variable. These cycles are never predictable or logic until they are completed.  
The strategies of the maintaining and gaining advantages from this exchange 
are numerous. Sometime agents use time in order to gain future advantage 
towards his situation as for example a person borrowing money in order to 
invest to something larger or towards its lender. Either way agent A must at all 
times ensure that its loses are neutralized from this exchange and ensure a 
‘‘good’’ relation to Agent B by awarding small gifts in order to keep a good 
interpersonal relations with him.  
b) Methods 
In regards to the chosen ontology and epistemology, these stances are 
adopted from Bourdieu Practice theory. When analyzing the defense field in 
the EU, the Practice Theory provides adequate tools for analyzing disposition 
and interest of states.  
This paper will have a constructionist ontological standpoint implying that 
‘reality’ is socially constructed by the subjectivity of the agents within the 
habitus. Speaking of ‘truth’ becomes unimportant, because social phenomena 
and their meaning must be perceived as an on-going process dependent 
upon the individual who is presenting it.21 In continuation, the epistemology 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  21Bryman	  2004:4	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draws onhermeneutics, which deals with the relationship between language 
and logic in a comprehensive, explicit, and formal way22. 
When conducting social research, awareness of one’s ontology and 
epistemology is of great importance as the choices thereof affect the entire 
project design and understanding of the whole research approach. Likewise it 
is essential to clarify the chosen research strategy. This papers’ research 
strategy is based on a deductive approach. This means that we will deduce a 
hypothesis on the basis of the chosen theory, which will direct the gathering of 
the empirical data.23  
The methodological approach for analysis of the research question will rely on 
a qualitative research. In order to answer the research questions is important 
to focus on specific issues instead of conducting quantitative study, which will 
not allow the accurate employment of the practice theory. In order to define 
the responses of the actors within the structure and with one another, this 
paper will use Pierre Bourdieu Practice Theory together with a small 
ethnographic approach. Pierre Bourdieu The reason for taking an 
ethnographic approach was to explain the agents as well as structures EU 
member states with in the CSDP and NATO. 
c) Research Design and study case 
This paper will analyze its data through a discourse analysis provide through 
Pierre Bourdieu analysis and the interaction of each habitus will be reflected 
in the ethnographic map.  
In the first part of the analysis, an investigation of fields will occur by firstly 
presenting the study case, which than later in will be explained through 
Bourdieu’s practice theory by using analyzing the Doxa and the gift exchange 
mechanism.  In the second part of the analysis, this paper will further 
investigate the interests of the Big Three is perspective to the CSDP and its 
prosperity in the European defense field.  
In order to answer the first research question, this paper has investigated on 
the NATO operation in Afghanistan in order to analyze how the different 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  22Klein,	  Ernest	  2000,	  p.344	  23Bryman	  2008:8	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agents and habitus express their interests in the field. The choice behind 
these data rests on that the NATO mission International Security Assistance 
Force (ISAF) in Afghanistan is an excellent opportunity to analyze how the 
commitment and the interests are played out outside of the NATO HQ in 
Brussels. While on the second research question, the analysis will rely on the 
interpretation of the interests expressed by the Big Three’s governments as 
well as by its citizens.  
 
Both research question will create an ethnographic map to illustrate the 
movement and the interests of the agent with in the field(s). The field is not 
mathematical and thus it is only interesting to see whether how close the 
habitus come towards the center, which indicated synergy with the fields 
doxa, and as well a close connection to the field. The further the habitus are 
placed from the field’s center, the more they want to challenges its doxa and 
they more unhappy they are with its disposition 
Figure 2 will be the sample for the ethnographic, which this paper will use to 
analyze the interaction in the field of the different agents within their habitus.  
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4. Analysis  
1. Which challenges do the EU member states face within NATO? 
The war in Afghanistan began on the 7th October 2001 after the September 11 
attacks on the United States of America. In December 2001, the UN Security 
Council approves the establishment of International Security Assistance 
Forces (ISAF), which consisted of the United States, United Kingdom, France 
and Australia. NATO took control of the ISAF mission in 2003 and has since 
been providing military assistance in the combat missions and the 
reconstruction of the Afghan state. Currently the number of states involved in 
the ISAF mission is 27 NATO allies and 15 partner countries. 
Afghanistan is divided in 5 provinces in which the 42 nations assist the 
building of the new afghan state and military through teams called Provincial 
Reconstruction Teams (PRT). Each province has a lead country. This paper 
has identified that the risk distribution between the allies is unequal. Some 
member states are more engaged in the ISAF mission while other states are 
more passive. In relation to the NATO mission in Afghanistan, Canada is one 
of the most engaged in regard to the deployment of forces in Afghanistan. 
Canada has tried to argue that decision toward the Canadian public opinion 
as a sign of solidarity and support to NATO. On the other hand, Germany has 
been reluctant to deploy troops in areas, which are considered as dangerous 
and encounter tough tourney with the Taliban. This strategy led to major rift 
between Germany and countries with major military contribution to the UK and 
Canada. Germany has also has received criticism because of abstention in 
the United Nations vote to intervene in Libya. In May 2012, a British 
parliamentary accused Germany of its troops ́ ́for drinking tea and beer at a 
time when British troops risk their lives in fighting the Taliban in Kandahar ́ ́. 
The cases mentioned have damaged the reputation of the Germans towards 
the alliance and is displayed as 'an unreliable partner in NATO'.24 
'Freeriders' are those member states, which lack commitment and interest in 
respect with NATO agenda in Afghanistan. Small member states are have 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  24	  Demer	  and	  Schult	  (2012),	  Germany's	  Reputation	  in	  NATO	  Has	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limited budgets and argue therefore that it is difficult to become part of ́ ́the 
strategies in the alliance``. Meanwhile, these countries benefit from NATO's 
investment in facilities and training of their respective armies. Member 
countries called free riders have deployed military forces in places where 
danger is low. Provincial Reconstruction Teams (PRT), which is positioned 
across Afghanistan, are mainly concerned with the reconstruction of the 
Afghan state through several projects in the military and security. Often these 
forces encountered in both direct combat with the Taliban.   
Distribution of provincial reconstruction teams (EPR) 
Figure	  3 25 
Figure 3 illustrates the 5 areas where allied and partner forces have deployed 
their forces on EPR. The five regional commands have each a steering state. 
Italy is Lead Nation in the west of the country; Germany in the north and the 
US have the lead on the three other regional commands. In the foreground 
Germany covers a significant part in terms of terrain as opposed to Great 
Britain or Canada. In the northern area where Germany leads, it is under the 
command of Armenia, Belgium, Finland, Sweden, Norway, Latvia, Macedonia, 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  25	  United	  States	  Army	  Combined	  Armed	  Centre	  (2011)	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Hungary, Montenegro, Croatia, Mongolia and Albania. 
 
The most dangerous provinces in Afghanistan 
Figure426	  
Figure 3 illustrates another reality in regards to the sharing the risk and of the 
military burden within the member states. Countries like Denmark, USA, UK, 
Georgia, Poland and Canada have deployed military forces in the most 
dangerous areas. This section gives an example of how risk is allocated 
between the allies. One can argue that the deployment of troops in 
Afghanistan has occurred at random. 
Southeast of Afghanistan has always been problematic. This area is 
dangerous for two reasons. The first is that this area is on the border with 
Pakistan and the Taliban who have a significant support from the Pakistani 
provinces located on the border with Afghanistan. The border is very difficult 	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to control and gives advantage to move and train Taliban forces on the 
borderline. This Taliban tactic has caused a cold relationship between the 
U.S. and Pakistan after American frequent bombing in Pakistani territory. 
Another Reason why this area is so dangerous is because it is the largest 
production and cultivation of opium and for this reason the Allied forces 
fighting at the same time drug trafficking. 
 
The different agents are reacting differently and have different interest with in 
the field which in this case is the international security. NATO has for many 
years been the main organization and guarantee in which the Euro-Atlantic 
countries have relied on peace and stability. According to the study case 
presented above there seems to be a asymmetric division on the 
responsibility with in the alliance and thus fragmenting the doxa. Figure 5 
shows how the different habitus are placed within the field of international 
security, which in this case is NATO.  
 
 
 
 
   
  
 
 
 
Habitus A includes Canada, USA, Georgia, Britain and Poland as agents 
which show great commitment in the ISAF operation where they place their 
troops in the most dangerous and most costly areas of Afghanistan. Habitus A 
can expect other states to join it, especially from Eastern Europe.  Habitus B 
represent France and Turkey as agents with 2 of the greatest armies in 
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Europe, which are engaged in moderately insecure areas in Kabul and 
Kapisa. The particular interests of Turkey in the region and its geographical 
vicinity with Afghanistan might sabotage the cohabitation of France and 
Turkey in the same habitus. On Habits C are found Italy and Spain, two other 
big states within EU and NATO, which contribute on a moderate insecurity 
area and on deteriorating area. The last habitus within the field is habitus D. 
This is lead by Germany and they have placed their troops and logistic on low 
insecurity area and on deteriorating areas. As shown in Figure 4, the only 
habitus which is close to NATO synergy and embraces the Doxa is habitus A. 
The rest of the habitus are engaged on much lower risk operation and thus 
the burden sharing is unequal. This means that the Doxa of the field is 
broken.  
 
Doxa 
As explained by Bourdieu, the struggle of the different habitus is to challenge 
the doxa. In this case, through the commitment shown by Canada, USA, 
Poland and some other new NATO members for Eastern Europe, it is clear 
that they intend to keep the status quo and do not wish to change the rules of 
the games. The rules of the games are in short; a strong commitment in the 
ISAF mission by all members. On the other hand, the habitus B, C and D 
show clear diversion of interest from the other member states. They wish to 
participate in moderate insecurity areas where the casualties are low. Their 
interests are merely peacekeeping rather than fighting the drug trafficking and 
the Taliban forces, which are causes for the destabilization of Afghanistan.  
 
The Gift Exchange 
This paper will further analyze the struggle between the different habitus 
within the field by using Bourdieu’s gift exchange concept from the theory of 
Practice.  
The presence of some countries in the extreme insecure areas is not logical in 
terms of their size and capability but more practical. The Georgian troops 
presence in the Helmand province is an example of that. On a logical 
assessment, one might question why a country as Georgia, which has 
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numerous military issues on its border with Russia, would place efforts on a 
NATO mission in Afghanistan.  
Using the mechanism of the gift exchange, this paper suggests that this 
military support of the Georgian state is closely related to the gift received by 
USA which is the its support towards the Georgian-Russian conflict. The US 
has assisted the Georgian government in political, economical and military aid 
during this conflict.   
To conclude on the gains of this exchange between the two agents, this 
analysis suggest that the US gains a political support (Georgian counter-gift) 
while Georgia gains support in its internal conflict with Russia (US gift).  
As we have seen in habitus A, a gift exchange is concluded and thus the 
cycle of reciprocity is concluded. What about the situation of between habitus 
A’s cycle of reciprocity with the other three habitus? How does this lack of 
burden sharing affect the balance of the alliance in the ISAF mission? 
According to Pierre Bourdieu, an outcome of the reciprocal cycle between 
these 4 habitus is unpredictable until the cycle has been concluded so a 
further analysis of this mechanism would be pointless at this time.  
Europe has entered in an era where military and defense policies are 
denationalized and are carried out by military officers, statement and 
diplomats. EU states have lower their defense expenditure to less than 2 %, 
which is historically low in comparison to 50% in wartime (France and UK).  
On the other hand, a survey from 1999 shows that only 27,8% (East 
Germany) and 36,7% (West Germany) were willing to fight for their country. 
While in France it was 48,2 % the number of the people who would fight for 
France. These numbers are relatively low in comparison with the USA which 
was at 78 % and UK 74 %. 27.  
It is clear from the example above that the doxa within the field is not As a 
way forward, this paper will analyze the disposition and the interests of agents 
in the habitus in order to get an insight of their field preference.  
It is thus clear that the Germany and France do not show the same 
commitment in the ISAF mission as the UK. 	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2. Is the CSDP project more favorable for the Big Three as a military 
structure and why? 
As illustrated in the first part of the analysis, the different interest and 
disposition of the different habitus has resulted in the formation and the 
consolidation a concurrent social field. Unlike in the national level, the 
international defense fields do not have monopoly on symbolic violence and 
so the magnetic field of the CSDP has managed to attract in its magnetic field 
Germany and France while still leaving UK loyal to its Anglo-Saxon bond to 
the US.  
The strategic orientation of France and Germany are towards a further 
integration into the European military structure such as the CSDP. These two 
countries regard the relationship to the alliance crucial only towards the self-
defense Article 5.  
On the other side, UK is more pragmatic when it comes to its views on non-
article 5 interventions. “I know where I want to get to, but I’m not ideologically 
attached to one particular method” (James Cameroon).28 According to the 
liberal democrats view in UK, the use of direct power should be reviewed on 
the case-by-case basis.  
On the other hand, François Hollande promised in this 2012 election that 
France would withdraw from the ISAF mission in Afghanistan and that its 
predecessor, Nicolas Sarkozy’s decision to return to the NATO military 
structures should be reviewed and thus expressing further commitment to 
strengthen the European defense. 29  
Germany does contribute in key NATO operations such as Kosovo and 
Afghanistan but has been reluctant to engage in other crisis management 
such as Syria, Libya and Mali. Germany has rather invested more in the 
CSDP. CSDP being ‘milder’ version of the NATO direct power has found great 
support by Merkel’s foreign policy.  	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The French and the German defense policy orientation is highly supported by 
the perception of the EU citizens towards military organizations such as 
NATO attach constrains to the EU states  
‘...European citizens are keen to have a common defense, but without the 
associated constraints. They are happy for the perks of global leadership to 
fall their way, but without the unpalatable responsibilities that come with it. 
They strongly support strategic autonomy, but not the costs it might incur.’30 
The Institute for Security Studies (ISS) polls in 2013 show that 80% of the EU 
citizen oppose the notion of ‘war for justice and only 15% believe that the EU 
show have a global military role. This trend goes in hand in hand to the 
German and French defense strategies to only use direct force when one’s 
close interests are risk.  
The US-UK alliance views differently the warfare doctrines in the global 
security. One controversial point, which differs the UK within the Big Three, is 
the usage of armed drones. According to a recent poll it showed that 54 of the 
surveyed supported the targeting of terrorists abroad with drones attacks. 31. 
In the US, 65 of the population expressed support towards to usage of drone 
against terrorist. 32  
The interests of the Big Three when it comes to the defense strategy do differ 
significantly. Germany and France have expressed a more protective strategy 
leading to usage of direct force in an eventual invoke of article 5 under the 
NATO treaty, while the UK and US are in favor of a more proactive warfare by 
using direct force to protects their national interests.  
The trajectories of Habitus B and D have pointed towards the field of CSDP. 
Based on the predisposition which France and Germany have in relation with 
their defense strategies and their interest to further integrate to the European 
defense project, CSDP, would lead to a break up between the two European 
military giants from the transatlantic alliance.  
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After analyzing their defense policy nature the magnetic attraction from the 
CSDP offers more capital to Germany and France. Leaving the NATO doxa, 
which was over dominated by the Anglo-Saxons states and having failed to 
balance the European and North American influence within the field, France 
and Germany would have an excellent advantage in the CSDP by being the 
strongest militaries in the field. They would have the opportunity to challenge 
the other EU states and design the rules of the games (doxa) to their benefits. 
One immediate benefit would be the chance to compete the US armament 
industry, by for example granting Germany’s wish of restraining access to US 
weapons in the EU armament market.  
Without any immediate threat to the EU members, the Europeans favor the 
creating of the CSDP because of the EU defense has become an 
uncontroversial issue to the public. The nature of the CSDP adds a political 
capital to the EU integration process. While NATO remains an external pillar 
to the EU state, the CSDP integrates institutional development of defense 
sector under the umbrella of the European identity.  
Where does the new CSDP magnetic field leave EU biggest military, namely 
the UK? The United Kingdom has always been the reluctant agent to further 
integrate itself within the EU economical and political structures, such as for 
Figure	  6 
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example the rejection of the Euro and Schengen opt-out. In January 2013, 
James Cameroon announced that by 2017 would hold a referendum on 
whether UK would exit the EU. In November when he addressed the 
Conference of British Industry he said; 
"We haven't made the argument enough about why Europe matters and 
frankly there are lots of things in the EU that badly need reform: it is too 
costly; it is not flexible enough; it doesn't help our competitiveness enough. It 
needs to change." 33 
This is position shown by the head of the British state indicates a complete 
halt of any further step towards the EU. The UK has always seen the US as 
its main partner and thus would not jeopardize its relationship over the 
European project. Its readiness to assist in important and at the same 
controversial operations such as the Iraq war affirms its steady commitment to 
NATO and the US.  
 
5. Conclusion 
During the last decade some NATO and EU member countries, UK, Germany 
and France have reactivated the old idea of establishing a new Common 
Security and Defense Policy structure.  
The reactivation of Common Security and Defense Policy is expected to have 
an impact on NATO priorities, leadership and decision-making, operations, 
burden sharing and on NATO and EU member states’ bilateral relations.  
This first research question examined the reality in one of NATO’s most 
important mission. The alliance is obviously fragmented and the interests 
within the defense field are different. On one hand there are the US and its 
closest allies, such as Poland, Canada, Denmark (who is not part of the 
CSDP) and the UK who are fighting in the most dangerous areas of 
Afghanistan and the on the other hand there is the more reluctant group of 
countries such as Italy, France, Germany and Spain which have large military 
resources but only engage in low or deteriorating insecure areas.  	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The tendency towards this common policy and military collaboration reflects 
the discontents and fears Germany and France, from the so far impact of their 
engagement and collaboration within NATO. On the other hand, UK still 
remains faithful to the NATO alliance and its historic ally, the US.  
This was clearly shown in the second part of the analysis where the 
dispositions of the Big Three were different when it came to warfare. The 
notion ‘war for justice’ is not popular in the EU context. The interests of both 
Germany and France were to have EU military institution, which would involve 
in crisis management in a top down process.  
The European defense field poses great opportunities for France and 
Germany as it enables then to be autonomous from the US and thus be the 
lead countries in the CSDP. 
I believe that the Common Security and Defense Policy is likely to encounter 
considerable challenges and will not become a reality, at least in short and 
mid-term perspective. This would come from lack of commitment from EU’s 
biggest army, the UK. Previous military projects such as the EDC have 
precisely failed because of the lack of unity with the Big Three.  
On the other hand, this CSDP might be of great interest to the UK if they shift 
their dispositions and interests from across the Atlantic and integrate more in 
the EU. I believe that UK would be far better and stronger within the Union 
rather than being a foreign policy of Washington. But as Bourdieu suggested, 
interests are not rational and thus unforeseeable. The US-UK partnership 
would be hard to predict until this process of gift exchange is once done. I 
would argue that this gift exchange has historical root starting from the two 
world wars.  
 
Epilogue 
The choice of Bourdieu’s Practice Theory was interesting as it employed the 
analysis with thinking tools such as the field and the habitus which were able 
to show at a certain extend the interests and the dispositions of the agents. 
Given the scarce amount of resources, this theory would have had a greater 
30	  	  
potential in giving a more detailed account of the individual members interests 
within the field’s, which would have had a greater added value to the analysis.  
An alternative choice of theory for this research area would have been the 
Rational Choice. This theory would have analyzed the behaviors of the agents 
as rational agents, which always pursue the maximization of the cost/benefit. I 
decided not to employ the rational choice theory, as I believe that this theory 
lacks the motivation behind the agent’s activity. When investigating countries, 
which are constructed by different culture and history, it is very essential to 
have the understanding of their motivation, which is not always calculable, or 
profit maximizing but also influenced by national feelings and populist 
decision-making. 
If time would be available I would like to take other cases which would further 
the dynamic within the European defense field as for example the Turkey-
Cyprus crisis or the UK and Spain Gibraltar dispute as it would contribute to 
understand deeper the disposition of the European states with in the defense 
field.  
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